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. * EDUCATION POLICY ANALYSIS AND THE RENT-STROIKA BUSINESS ¢,

3 -

i N . . Policy Analysis ° T .
- - - . - 'l ot
L . - he {-5' . .
Policy analysis is about doing good things. The enterpeiqe of doing . <
1. )

4
good has‘three parts: £ir5tz to know what is good, second, to know what

L

causes that good outcome, and third, to get people 'to do the things that

Yead to good restlts. The first part, knowing whdt is goed (selecting .
PL ] ]

values, stating goals); is done‘by politics and politicians. The middle :

- and causal part is the p:pvince of subject matter experts, people who

know about pedagogy, edutational psychology, curriculum, etc.. The last

L d
. . . "

part, gettiig people to do things (e.g., implement proOgrams, deterﬁine'
™ and deploy resourees), is dong by mnnagers and administrators. Policy ’

analysis is none of the above and makes use of all of the above. It

! .
P

requires policy analysts to brokerfamong pdliticians, scholars, teachers,.

- T

and manhgers, between ptofoundly normativeﬁﬁgestions (What is "equity

' _for multiplyjhaﬂdicapped ehildren\nnd who is to decide?) and ' e
\ 1] - / .
. purdanely applied quéstions (How can teachets at the E}mowdbd SchooI be - L&
. encouraged to stop xetoxihg identical IEP ptescriptions for different ':f '_.
- p T . R .
' children?). - Ct L c. PR ;
’ ‘-' > l . -
N r ' o ’ - i T /)
- . ' ) ; '. . ’ [
& a - - - N Y ' ,.
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While policy analysts are not ordinarily either politicians, subject
+ * N L i . . H

uatter'gxberts,.or administrators, :?ey get their credibility not only

from théir Pility to undgrstand what works but from their ability to

commu;icase that to. the other audien;;s with appfopriqté seﬁsitivity to

their worlds. Clinical psychologistg cgll thiﬁ schizophrenia but_ the

reality is .orse thiﬁ that. Successful policy anqusts need to ;néer;

stand valSes, technology, and service delivery. HWalter Lip;man once N
called the xpectation of certainty as a precondition to political ac:idn

a "monstrowq demand." The same thing may be said, for the same reasons,

[ ]

" about poli%y analysts.
. Let us take two prelimipary exahples. Tabie 1 shows what New York

City Spend§ to teacg children of different ages. Budget analysts can

2

»

Insert Tab}e 1 about here

v

expléin the cost variations (and their prohable intractability) but not ’
to the satisfaction of a curriculum analyst who would wang to kndw why

the area with the érea:est potential for positive outcomes--elementary

--bears the heaviest diﬁparity in the pupillrasougce ratio. It

r

re di%ficuIE-EofThstifyw:ﬁe special educatiom resource dis-

educati

is even
. |

parity (is it a dia-parity?) to a parent whose high school 4aughthr is j
- X - . ..

!

enrolled’in a regular program but also haa a desperate need for expemsive
- T ¢ =

L]

remedia 19n.
Fr m one perspective, the tabie éisplays the enacted valées of the
City of/ New York. The rhetoqical values ma;\focus on early intervention,
‘bt :h dollars do not support that. Pursuing an analysis built solely .
oi _single table would fquickly 1nvolve qu:;tions of responsibility )
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- and accountability (p1d any individual Or group ever make a "deciBion

. about any of those allofations?) and of implementation (The City ] demog—
'
' raphy and the Union s contract probably contribute heavily torthe junior
high figure but how malleable.are those factors?). . . \
or take the common phenoncnon in urban school odministration that the \’
" ’

" Administrator closest to the child has:the least power over the budget.
& . N .

Many people believe that the school building (not the individual class-
. "8 .

. room and' not the school district) is the most important institutiqpal

déterminant of learning. To the extent that that is truae, then the-build-

ing is also the appropriate 1ocus of accountability, yet no administrator

" ’

will accept that accountability unless it ip matched with appropriate

discretion, authority, or control. Devolving resource allocation author—

ity to.the building level through school—site budgeting is a step in that .

r

> T direction. Table 2 outlfnes the major expenditure categories for five
(\-- . '
' » public schools in New York City.
» . . -
./ 't
- - sInsert Table 2.aboyt here . \\\ —

b

L4 :

\
B . " » - 1
An hour on the telephorte will convince anyone tlat New York, like
. . . ) |
most: other big cities, allots resources to decentralized districts, and

the districts pass those resources to schools according to marVelously

w© oo complicated formu;as and equations, applied in series, which themselves

refleCt the values of otfer superordinate authbrities. If school-site . .

(&) ~ |
T .. budgeting is to redeem the 1egal promise that makeé‘the building adminis- 1
. N * |

» strator "the responsible head o£ the school“ and if that mqus that the

_principal should be able'to program or configure the BchOol aceqrding to

precise local needs and beliefa,,then 4t needs also to be recognized that

-\l
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.the current system eends teachers to schobl.tuildings according to the
number of children enrolled and, once there, deployé'them in patterns ] -
fixed by contract and regul tions, A princi!!l “organizes"* clasges and

schedules tbe school's activities but largely ag a matter of clerical y)
» - A
routine. If clasg size may only vary within narrow limits, how can
— '

special neads be accommodated? I1f teachers may only teach “within li- é
«cense," how can new classroom teeching patterns or new curricular emplases

. L\
' be established? The current procedures:for re3ource allocation at the *

/ = .
buildfng level have more to do uit;\fhe\eguitability of .adult working ) d

» - -

conditions than witlh-the prcduction'of reopbnsive learning environnents
for children. Administration is comfortably clefical. In Heu‘York, the

principal of a high school with a $3 million operating budget ends Gp

with a discretionary amount of $8, 000, the unused balance saved £rom the ~

"supplies and postage" accghnt. ) : "

| JE—— - .

Politically, the implementation of school-site budgeting would

require formidable changes.in uvnion relations, in the centralize and

decentralized structure of governance, and in management support routines.
. . ]

Our ability to take those political and managerial ateps-is determined by

complicated argument in the technology of schooling. r The strongest . A

test of apy reform is its ability to impact the lives of children.1 It
e

" ~ A .
' school-site bndgeting freed leaders to'le-sttuhture schooling.services | . N

for greater benefit to children, that uould ‘be a,powerful argument in L

%"
its favor. But schools are not, the only source of wha: children learn.
One conceptualization of the inpnts to schooling ia thet of R, Gary '
AY “ / o ‘. .
Bridge, Charles M, Judd, and Peter R. Moock: Co, '
g ‘ .‘e & '. ¥
- T . ,




1:' -‘“ - . . - -
#  (a) Student Characteristics (e.g., IQ, sex, age, personnlity

aspirations), - ¢ :

(b) Family Background Characteristics (e.g., ethnicity,

. gsockoeconomic status, wéalth, family*size),.

(c) Student Body Characteristics (e.g., racial composition,

study habits),

(d) Teacher Characteristics (e.g., training, experience,

age, sex), and .

(e) School Characteristics (e:g., physical plant, per

pupil expenditure, currtpulum) . .
It is significant that only the last two of those five factors are ,

) directly under Fbe control of the school and*that even within those two,
¥ ]

the principal fac vary;pg degrees of 1ntransigency. . . ) .

New York city scéool prin 5 are paid betueen $37,000 and $43,000
'-& J

per year to preside over teaching and learning institutions‘uhose operat-
ing budgets are seldom less.thaé a million dollarsg Schooling is a proc—
ess where the inputs are variable and the technology is weak and uncertain,
Mosﬁ production ehgineerq would recommend ‘against roLtiﬁization and cen-
_tralization, especially where the production 5:32225 éoes on'in a thOu;and

-

different locations.3 School-site budgeting, a fundamental and clearly

. £
indicated reform, thus requires nearly simultaneous aptention to the

"’political technological, and ménagerial dimensi‘ons of the problem. Those
properties are even more clearly on display in the school 1mprovement

- . .
- . . “
N
.

area. >

* -
.
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Case’l: ' Making ScLBolE Better? The'School Imﬁrovément Projéct
4 . .

]
> .
‘

4 In the School Improvement Project, begun in 1978; New YorE’has

. . - € .
chosen to challenge two of the central tenets of the neo-conservative

dogma—that poor phildren cannot be helped in public schools and that ‘

these schools themselves cannot be improved. The Operational question

L]
*

is: How much learniné can a principal expect ¢of a child who comes up
the steps——alone because his mother has a full-time job; angry because
he was a captive spectator at a screaming match among adults; confysed

because only one parent is in the home; and upmotivated because of the
{ , ' *
absence of models to emuldte (i.e., parents who read)? If a child dis

s
otherwise reasonably intact, but nonetheless poor, is there something

-

that will help that child -learn in that school and desﬁite that poverty?
Does there exist an instructionally effective school that will override

the learning related difficulties ordinarily associated with low social

.claSs standing? Ronald Eqmonos igﬁgot only one of the leading analysts
) of this questigi but as the Senior Assistant to the'Chancellor for In=~ .
struction, he spent three years trying, through the School Improvement
Project to bring the instructionally effective school to New York City.
‘Edmonds argued that an instructionally effective school will gat its

. -
naximum) teach_"pobr children aF~least as well as it teaches middle-

- - .

class children" or "an effective school will bring the children

of the poor to those minimal masteries of basic school skills that ngw
describe minimally successful pupil performance for the children of the
Y . —

”

middle class." né

/The School Improvement Project (SIP) was begun to convince the

LY

City's educators--especially those working with children in the bottom

B 3 . ’ ) "5
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. oqe—:hiré dchievement ranﬁ;;;géat the schools :Qey alreagy'controlleé .
could make a difference with the children who w;re'already there. One
critical part Pf that was_illuminating the contribution that "yithin- - ‘ : '
school factors” (things accessd:ble to school peogle right now) make to L.
the achiegement of poor children. Teachers cannot, é;r example, go into
thre students' homes each weekhay evening and turn the TV:off but they do “
. already control :he “wi:hin-;chool factor" of how much of their day they

devote how intensely to instructing. '

. Edmgnd's analysis has tried to isolate those factors thoug?t t;

characterize schools that successfully teach poor children: ~ (1) adminis—

L] L3
trative style (especially strong leadership with instructional as well
as business manégémen:'components); {(2) teacher expectations that their
students can do well and that they can teach all their students); (3) an
-
v

{nstructiénal emphasis on basic skills acquisitiép; (4) a safe school

climate conducive to learning; and (5) an ongoing system to assess pupil

progress and drive subsequent teéching and learning.
Table 3 summarizes Edmonds and sdx other s%urces on the character-

istics of the instructionally effective school. There is some remarkable

-

Insert Table 3 aﬁoué here,

unanimity among the studies, at }eas:'about the n;mes‘of the variables.
With one exception (the "F" row), thg faétérs on the list are already
o
~within the control of schools as they ;ow exist, In fact, one common
response to these factors is that "there is nothing néﬂ here." B;t
these generally 2nderstood factors do'go: now characterize urban school-

ing (How many teachers believe that they can.teach poor children?)‘.

r - .
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some may think they know that these factors are related to suc:

*a
L)

Although

’ S ’ \ P
cessful schools, they have yet, to act on.that belief. 4,.1'—" - f?

1] . ' - .4
L g

\ . -
- -It 18 true that some of the ""school improvement” factors are more

easily operationalized than.others. Creating an instructional emphabis,

or as Michael Rutter degcribes it, an “academic press' is do-able.

Schools genfrally have, by law, 180 days per year to work with children. ‘ :

But studies have showm that the number of hours in that 180-da§;year dsr

- = —

voted to mathematics instruction in the second grade in which teachers were

[] .~ .

using, materials that allowed students/}o experience success (; factor
importantly related tb‘achievement) vary from a high of 60 hours per year -
) to a low of 30 hours. The comparable figure forlreading instruction in ﬂ?‘
:he,fifth'grade ranges from a high of 150 hours to a low of 60 hours--o:n ,
an hour of reading instruction every thf‘x‘:d day!s Thus, ::onvipcing‘teach-
. ers to spend more time teaching can improve student achievement and the
flexibility for that ingrgased emphasis exists. Actually getting teachers
to spend their time this way is difficult but feasible.‘6
' . Two others of the five ‘factors are relatively easy to realize.
—

Establishiné security is a logistical problem that has solutions as many

schoois have demonstrated, and establishing a pupil pérformance nonitoring
systen méy mean .more paper wo}k but the technology exists. The more dif-
ficult facet of assessment is getting teachers to accept that the pupil's
perf;rmance shoulé have consequ;nces'for ?hat they a? aéults do--tha; is
uflcomfortably close to an accoun'tabili:ty modei with t.eeth. p .
‘ But what should be done for schools without‘“stréng leahership" or -

high expectations on the part of the fq;ulty for their own and their

students’ performance. Such attitudinal factors are notoriously wobbly

w
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and‘resiscanc to change but they are central Co-che school improvement

* question since New York public gchools are, after all staffed by

ordinary human beings.: Thus, changing the pupilq performance begins ‘ v

%

with changing the Ceachers"acc1Cude§.

.
(3

-

*The School ImprovEmenc Project was fielded in 1979-80 with four
headquarters administrators, twelve liaisons between the participating

sbhools and the central headquaxters, and two office Staff persons.

'

FbrCy—chree schools volunteered to take part, and Cen‘public elementary

.

‘ and four non-public schools were chosen. " Participating schools were
.'seleCCed to represent a size rangé; poor and not-poor neighborhoods,

ﬁlacﬁ, White, and Hispanic populations; and various degrees of success

. -
*

ot the Citywide reading achievement fests. o

1
Each school formed a planning tomnittee that had ﬁo include- the

»

principal, the UFT cbapCer chairpetson, and Che‘cenCral headquarters .
iaison. Committees averaged fifteen memberp and over the course of Ehe
chool year took abouc 30 hours to complete a plan for making their .
chool beCCer. The committees' work was based‘on a%needs aasessmenc

which combined student test data, questionnaire responses from staff,
v

nd sysgemacic observation by the school liaison.

" At che end of the year, some schools had pro&u%ed a plan for what

: as to be 1mplemented in 1980-81. No.school had begun that implementa-
ion. Two of the ten public ‘schools had pulled ou&. The non-public

choOls had not even begun their planning meetings, and the cpmmunicy

3

guperincendents had become uneasy about their peripheral involvement.

\

¥ Whige most "of the schools succeeded in "slanning" to do something and
. ; A 8

while most participants seem to have enjoyed "planning," the Board's
. - . 3
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evaluatipn of the project omits any mention of the substance of the plans"
. ‘ N ‘ N “. LY

-more ciassroom contact hours, the adoption of a specific reading cur=-" -

r -

riculum, the introduction40£ team tEachi up}ed perhape to a diagnos-

tic-prescriptibe sequence for moniEoring pupil.progtess? The evaluation

L] M |

\’
_is silent on this critical question. Chaige efforts generally éome in

LY
'

two parts, ptocesb" and ' product. The factors;i’sociated with success=
V'

. ' . r‘ L 4 -

ful schools for the urban,poo; are.substantive, no; processual- yet the .
‘B ) .
School Improvement Project designed to introduce them ha&not yet reached

) « *

a1

that pbint. /;;;?\;SEn asked about the prospects for actually implenenting
l

tbe plans, school peoplgfsaid that that woulj;depehd-on the availability R
*y-of extra hel;a from outside‘the‘ir schiools! ] ' A e . ' I

The School .Improvement Project.was begun as a demonstration of the

-
% - i- Iy o
. . -
[l . ]
- . . 3

ability, within existing resources, of some specific factors to turn around

[

educational.hchievement for poor children, At/t;e end of the first year,

the £ocus on the dost needy schools has been'diluted, only a handful of

. schdbls have taken part ’yﬁe outcome for tb__gear s work is a set ofﬁhlans

-

yet to be implenented and-of,uncertain substance. Tht project, once 2
N
centerpiece of the reform efforts of the Hacchia!ola administration, is a, ~

‘long way fyom being a convincfng demonstration of its two-part premise-—

tn;§ (l) poor children can be taught by re-cogfiguring the existing re-
N \ T
blic 8 ools and (2) that urban schools can be improved

it only with Bchools'that volunteered to take
Y. [ " » .

sources of

'fThe project hag de

_ part. The_efperience‘ofl he eikﬁt'volunteers is unlikely to be very
compelling to tbe hundreds ff schools:in EE? City with demonstrably.

Y greater and probably quite different processusl and subBtance depds for

- “d ’ - -
} reform. Both the Ford Foundation and the Federal goverument have long '

4
.
o o . ‘ L “® ‘,' »
: . » . . &
-
- ‘e T - Ll . L] . ’
- - - (]
* » ' &
. L] .




%ort cuts.’ But the puny outcomes for the investment to date do raise

L] L]

* ‘ K ! ;" .\-: . e i I
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*since concluded that light-houae "demonatrations“ do not, by themselves, ; o
lead ‘to mplication, especially not among the low‘b@t achieving group of L
schools., THus, there aeems 1.1tt1e hope for.noving all the way to "“insti- _ '
tutionalization"- i.e., The reldgble and' stable adoption of a proven set

Il 4 * #

of factors in dylarge number of schools. K R

.

Frpm the beginning, the project was hard pressed because it directly

challénged defeatist conclusions and minimalist st, because it ' . .

rejected ‘the prevailing-social science wisdom, "and because its own "boot-
b3 9'
strap" logic\.ran counter to.a tradition of "extra-pay-for-extra-—ef_fort.

No one expects New York's public achools to have'dramatically rore mney, P '

s

|
1
regardless of the nobility of the cave. . To g credible, SIP had to demon- 8

"' ¥ =~ ,

. |
strate that New York schools could be 1mproved on their own resources, te L |
without large outside grants. And “improvcment" had to carry all the way . }

through to changes :lri pupi'!‘ outcomes, eSpecially test: Bcores. Demonstrat— T -
—

-
*

ing .that that. could :h pen uithou;,, extra rehource& may attract those

effort but it would call 1nto question the

r -

perfomance of other 'ﬁimilar athools achieving less but wit\the sage

oL TR - .
résources. " _-r . . = -

LY LS -
Despite its short?omings,‘ SIP is too important a test 6f propositions \
& | . ' : r
too central to the survival of the schools to be abandomed.' The

3
approach is not wrong {(but neither is it our only option.s In any effort . .

to make schools™ better, there is no substitdte for thinking ahead (plan-

=

ning) and there is no way around, over, or through the people \rho do the
12 L) L]

work of schooling'’ {the process of 1nvolv1ng teachers). Heither are there

-

gome difficult issues, especially about the stability of political support \

- ‘ .l -
/ -
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for what has to be a protracted process. As the first year assessment

report put it:

The general lack of visible support from the central school »
. administration for'bhe project -appeared to réduce the
_strength and public credibility of the program, as well as

hurt staff morale, The priority piaceg on the deliVery of
[ ]
central resources and herwices to project schools in the

% coming year will indicate whether the central aduinietra-'
9 .

tion hns_geveloped 3 reueweq interest in the School Im=

provement Projecc.7 . . . ’

r

Equality of education;1 opportunity-—butldiﬁg‘toward a situation in ,
which all chi&dren have “the same opportunity to léarn the same things--
is the central premise of a gg_lig school system. In that régard, SIP
*has been a properly outrageous attempt that, deserves to be both modified

and continued\‘c{: also delervel to be extended 1In a revised version to' .

the high schools where nothing of 1tg sort yet exists. ’

' -

The issues that SIP raised in New York were formidable. Focusing on
the children most in need meantlcalling aetehtion to schools that would ’
be most widely ({f unfairly) perceived as failures and that would damage’
the ability of school 1eader| to get additional resources in %.lhrinking

economy. Expandingsthe population of test schools 80 that it included

’ .
more than simply the "undeserving ppor" may have yielded a more stable

[
F

poli:ical coalition but at great cost in dilu;ed resources. p

* The intellec:ual obatacles dre jus: as formidable and clearly related

L
to the political questions. Are the factors causes or effects? Do al-

]

ready good schools for the-urban poor shape their staffs in tﬁe directions
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observea 6r 1s 1£ {wab £5?} the,othex wcy around? “The¥e is general agree- .

, = ment thxt no single factof is dufficient, but no real idea ubout vhat

constitutes a, critical mags among the various factors. Hhat 13 the rela-

tive contribution of eacn? Aré gsome more important than others? Can

large- “amounts of one be substituted for mmall amount of.another? Uhat

"interaction effects exist? Are some prior to others in an improvement’
. . \__/
‘sequenq;’ In'fact skepticism far outweigﬁs optimism about these factors.
. 3
Hany school people are wéi&ing to see 1f the technology has in fact’

changed a technical judgment with political consequences. *Admiral
\-
Rickower bet his career on the prospect that nucleat power could run sub-

marines. There is unddubtedly F now-retired Air Force general who gambled

and lost his career trying to stuff nuclear power plants into airplanes.
. 4 - .
And fgnally, SIP camé up
. o,
. to managgiﬁne pfocess'of 1gg1eme ting change. In large part, SIP assuged s
. ~ . P .
that 1gproVemént is.ﬁgst packnged 4s a project and 1pposed by an outsider. :

ainst the ‘state of the art in our ability

‘Teachers, really adulng in mid—career, are then supposed to be’‘so dazzled

% / . . N
by the better mouebtr?n that they w111 abandon thosé practices which, .
}
ﬁntil that mcments w rc,their owm best professional solution to a diffi- -

. cult prpblem (hqw o teach) and.instead substifute that bettér idea. In

L

979-81, New York's Board of ﬁducation piloted 781

the three years,

innovative prog éns.s Those efforts are useful but they are not suf- e
T fipient and th%y need definitely to take into account what has been pain-

-, fully 1earned by_the Fedetal government about the problem of "implementa- .

tion." Thé Great, Society ::;ea to drive school reform from the Federal ’ -F
level but“got outgunned by thezceruice delivery or Ngrreet-level

L]
s

bureaucracy. .-y
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g In the fifteen'yeara, 1965-19805

\
billion into school reform nationwide,

¥

» .
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the Federal government put $15

-t

with outcomes far ihore modest’ than

anyone wants tojpdmit.‘ The first obatacle was that recutren: reality,

the state of the art in teaching and learning; the aecond was a disastrous

-

. f '

tactical underestimate of the virility of the politdcal.culture of the

1local school building. Principals in

their schools and teachers i their

classrooms are the final arbiters of achool policy-Pedﬁral legialation,

-

contrary. not yet withstanding,

. -

' r

\.
court mandates, Chancellor's regulationa, community board pelicies to the

»

Cage 2: ' Qrchestratin g Séme of the "Other Educators” v

»
¥ [

Fe TN

Public schools are uniquely a demand ina%itution obligated to t

to help any child through comprehensive téaching and 1earning. But they

are riot‘alone. Consider the 15 000 ‘hours that a high school graduate

s

will have 3“1?‘ in school from kindergarten through- the twelfth grade.

£ "

Hoat childrey-apend mote time

-~

watcehing TV than attending classea and

that medium Jhnds a powerful set of meaaages. Similarly, the former

director of the National Inatitute of

Education, Harold Hodgkinson, has

" noted that "probgbly the best way to eliminate major student learning .~

. ,

problems would be to make sure that every pregnant woman in the P .S, had

one prenatal exam and an adequate diet during pregnancy. Researchers °

-

.estimate that this would eliminate 40X of later learning{problema

-

Bt Boards of Education are not,reaponaible for providing evory service .

w9

2 child may need. A recent analysis indigates,. for example, that 22 * ~

New York City agencies spend a million dollars or more on various direct

lervices for childrens e.g., the Department of Mental Health ($46 000,000)

- . ' ~

- vy

4 ‘,

17' r
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and 11b£a}ies ($36,000,000). In fact, the Board's share of the expéndi— - T
ture for services to children i less than half (48.5 pencem) of the 7, .

. . . : . , . : ) A |
City's 1979 total. T e % ] F

¢ .

- Insert Table 4 ab%yt here o -
Bﬁ * LI .-..,,‘ . -
The injunction about the “other educators'” is now commonplace, al= ~

. X - . . . Y
though few' purport to know exactly what to do about it. One thing that e

ought not td be done is to attempt a s¢hool-driven human services int¥r-

%

gratioﬁ strategy. Schools do not have that authority, they lack the,
p <

resou;ces;(;hey should not be distragted from their uniqué mission, and

1]

_no one would let them Succeed anyway.lo But some greater grticulation or
"orchestration" may be useful apd,feigible. In New éofk City, twq candi-
dates for that are the Agency for khild Deve%zpment (ACD), which deals . .
with very young.children,’and the Youth Employﬁeq; Training Programs of the

Departoment of Exployment. ACD's mission overlaps with the Board because

-t

it works at the early chiidhood age level where public investment yields
a high and useful return. Employment training programs parallel much of

.the Baard's vocapional education mission, moreover, given :he gravity of

youth unemploygént and its sgcial and personal consequences, the area >

-

deserves priority attentidé. In order to examine what sort of orchestra-

- - - -~ 1
tion may be feasible, We should understand some of the dimensions of the

two programs.

A. Early Childhood Programs _ . ‘ T .

T
. . - -

<

The City's yoenfest cﬂildfen, Ehoseirot yet eligible for the first
[ 3 * . . -

grade, are clients of two City agencies: the Agency for Child Develop-
[ .. - “l
ment operates a Head Start pjogran enrolling 8,200 children and a Day Care’
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program enrolling 42,000, - The Board of ﬁaucation sér#eé'h.total group
whose size is curiously similar to ACD's totral (about 30 000) through

Ynursery" or preikindergarten classes (enrollment 2,700) and kindergarten

L]

-

\ .
classes (enrollment 49,000). The result is a little. 1ike having two

.elet ic power companies serving the same area, sométhing only one wunic-

ipality in.the U.S. does. The analogy suggests bOth ‘the Benefits of gom—

- \'
petition and the costs of redundancy.

The dual system is a consequence of the anti—public school animus of .
the 1960's Federal government when schools were defined as part of the
_problem poor people faced, Head Start was to be the foundation og an’
_alternate, if _not competing, system, althouéh the largest sharé’of Federal®

support has sinte cdpe through Title xx of the Social Security Act of-

1974. In a four-year period, beginning in 1971, the number of public day

cate centers in the City expanded from 91 to 420, The program has fallen

back to 381 centers but their creation remains a major event in sociall

welfare: architectures Head Start, despite its well documented success,

is the junior partney with prog'rams* in '122'of the 381 centers serving

8,200 children., Unfortunately,fthe introduction of ;hesetgyrly childhood

programs occurred at precisely that fleeting historical momert (1971)

. when the crest of the baby boom wave was Swamping the puijF %choola.

Believing it had mo other choice, ACD built its own facilities through a
€

Yeurn key'™ p;ocedure in which private contractors put up buildings whicr

&

4

,  the City then leased back on contracts which will not expire until the °

1990%sg. . He now. have a set of very cosEly day care facilitiés figuratively

LY

'across the street from more suystaniial but apandoned‘public elengntary

’

schools. . ‘
s
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he 1

) adﬁitiondl gervices such as immunization. Day care centefﬂiEry to work

' L]
.. 4 n
.

-&' ] "'!'.:' ) “ - Y
. to 6:00 P.M. ch-has a family '

counsellor, brgakfast and ogranms, medi al testing, and some

t . . . .

- [
with thé whole family and often accept referrals from agencies dealing
]

, with child abugse, adult employment sgrﬁices, etc.

. Five years ago, about 25 percent of the day carﬁ population was

Ehite; the current estimate is 5 percent. Day care became a program for

:hiﬂority families because of changes in income eligibility. One major,

justification of' the program has alwa¥s been that it frees mothers “for

paid employment. But if the income for a family of.fOur exceeds $11,000,

then the family is charged from $3 per\Leek to $40 per wveek for each

if the fOur-person fanily makes mqre than $19,660, their i

«
children are ineligible fo: day care. One effect has been to encqyrage

enrolled child.

:'those who can to go elsewhede. Full—dgz kindergarten programs in Manhat—,
tan private schools cost less than $3,600,11 while ACD would have to

.charge $2080 at the upper limit of income eligibility. Another effect

[ )

s - (
has been to pgii mothers out of paid employment and back into child care

{and welfare) just as they are becoming economically aelf-sufficient.

Fl

.The third effect is a racially segregnted program for childrqu

(L5

ACD employs 5, 300 teachers (2’3)per class}, 470 center administra-

tors, 300 other support perspnnel in the field, and a central.staff of
’
530. The very high overhead ratio (one staffer for every fourth teacher) |

is due to the comprehensivetservicés, the cumberstme process of determin- Co.
v 4§ N - -

ing income eligibil}ty, and the crush of Federal paper work. ACD's pro-

~ 'y iy .

grams are a bargain for the City. Head Start is totally funded by the

Federal government; and between 75 percent and 95 gercent‘of the costs
! ]




-

s « T <, a.t .
of programs supported unde §he other tftiés,gpq paid“for by the Federal
an® State gové\b.ments. \j e

In contrast with ACD's ability to contSPI”access'tq its programs by

- . -

varying income” eligibility, the Board of ,Education must admit any S-year-

. e - ] ]

old whose parents reqdegt kindergartén. To meet the demand, 41,000 of <

, the total public kindergarten enrollment of 45,000 can be provided onl&

p— -

half-day sessions (2 1/2 to 3 bours). ‘While ACD has one instructor féf_

every ten children,‘?oard teachers see 44 children per double session day,
] -

and many classrpoms Ldtk\gfraprofessional assis:aﬁte. Board programs are

-
. -

limited to education plué some food se ice. Kindergarten programs exist
- V -

‘

in all community school districts; each district has one early childhood

technical assistance liaison, and the central Board's total pre-school

-

, support staff is two (2!) persons. The Board of Education supports .no

nursery or.pre-kindergarten programs with City fumds. :
' . New York's bifurcated systems are part of what the Federal govern—

ment wished for. The 'Board of Education's kindergarten programs are for
- " + -~

the most—part custodial with a few coénitive aims. ACD tties to deal

b

. with the "whole child" in a develépmental context tRat downplays cognitive

. E -
purposes. ACD, far more heagiiy supported, works over an extended day
L [ .

~wv: withsthe neediest children. Although starved for resources, the Board's
i

. kindergarten programs deal with sbme of the poorest children, plus others,

- —

but none on a day-lqp% basis. - . ‘ .
\ - .

, The wore radica? of the Great Society planners thought that a com-

peting system would Lither galvanize the public schools to d;hmatic'

lpprovement or so ciarify thein'inadeqﬁaciéa that they‘woulﬁ be driven

out of buginess. Neither has happened, nor has there been & confirmation

e
. ’

21
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of the “anti-child" allegations made against puﬁlic school people. Teach-

ers who care more about the time clock.than the kids can be found in Head

]

Start centers,.too. Day care programs are just as vulnerable as kinder~

gartens 59 parent demands that the smallest children be taught to read,

"ready or not." The separation be&ween the two syatems is incréasingly

difficult to justify. Head Start and other early childhood programs,sif

* %
H

operated undgr Board aﬁﬁpices, would conginue to providé the most extensive

~

'\\«\H service to children with the most need. . Yet under Board aueﬁices, these

-

* Fhildren wougg'be less segregated by social class thah currently; an alli-
ance with parents from other circumstances.in pursuit of expanding program
-~ dammmt

services would be more feasible; ani Some of the Board's facilities might

be more efficiently used (although the duration of the ACD leases precludes

’ 1
immediate savings). Finally, under Board auspices,qthe potential for more
. » * - . ~

closely articulating the children's éxperiences across programs would be
. , .

enhanced. The long-term benefits of that are clear. A longitudinal study
of _more qhan'a hﬁndred Black children-f?om low income families who, in
1962, were among tne first to receive pre-school ;bsigtance shoved signif—
icant enduring sains. Two years of pre-school educ? ion for one child

cost $5 984 and returned §1&,819 in savings from reduced need for later
fi

special education ($3, 353), increases i in projeef!d lifetimﬁ earnings

(%$10,798), and the mother 8 income froﬁ paid eéployment during the hours
the child was in program ($668) T i,,
r
Thus, in early childhood education, " pchestration“ should mean
A

coordination under a single 'agency. At'khé other end of the youth age

. Sspectrun, Board;p:ograms ahe:fé;§§“Vbcational training mission with pro-
o - .

g:ent-snpporced—thgpdgﬁ:che Depantmenc"nfmxmploynent. .
S ,,;f
o

\

\J
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3" Youthi Employment Training - . .
P ' . .

2|
%Sinply saying that ther_é' is. "shared responsibility" between the New

York“g' ard of Education and the City's Department of Employment (DoE) con-

jures # complicated picture. The actual configuration 1is Bsurreal. 15\

youth oymeént trgining programs are charged with moving young people

from school¥jo paid employ:ﬁent, then polici‘es and services ought to be 4

-

fashioned wit‘ﬁggome attention to the rélevan: aciqrs. Public sector
agencies include.(a) the U.S. Department of Labor, (b) the State Depart-

pent of Labor andeucation, (d) municipal social service agencies

E g

e L, \
1nc1ud1né the Department of E;l?p‘izbin%g&,:éf) the Board of Education vith

its' m;xltiple approaches.(occupational educa'EﬂmMgggational training, *

-~

career education, etc.), and 90-plus secondary schools,“};r?d;‘gf) the

I DL
City's Board of Higher Education. The private sector has*vocationdlly e

- .

[] S

M -
relevant educational organizations such as (g) private and (h) parochial ' R, o
’ A

"’ .
schools; (1) private, fpr-?rofit vocation@ools; {3j) colleges and

universities, and (k) comu;i.ty-based oréanizatidné.‘x he most important
' e

N % . "\‘&
part of the private sector includes (1) unions and {m) proipﬁ_gctive enploy~
ers. If it were possible to get each of those sector vigisarepresented

by one individual (1t 18 not), we would already need 13 chaﬁs at a

.

coidference table. .
A

¢ -

Anyone interestgd in helping young peop.lle into the worl} of. work has
to appreciate the range and .coz'nplexity of 1n‘terests that are repéese'nted'
l by all those different players. Labor unions, for example, at ] eged
. to b.e .uninterested in making@job training programs dore successful "1f

the regult is competitio‘n that will\dep'tess the value of existing union

members' labor or dirplacn members' relatives who would otherwise qualify

.
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for YaCahﬁ positions. Th peruonal world o£ an unemployed young person is

" ust as tomplicated as th¢ policy world, since they, too, need to estimate .

N whe; experiences will kead to which gkills that will quality for what ~

*future jobs. ﬁoéh the Board of Education and f,he. Department of Employment
' P - - = -
. (in the Human Resources Adminiatration) offer programs to help with that.

The following table diaplays the major vocationally oriented activ-

jties of the two agencies. ) ’ .

Insert Table 5 about here

Employment training through DoE is provided by contracts to local ) "y

groups, usu‘ally community-based organizations (CBOs) . About 350 of the

v ===

— Departmentls BowntractorMealwmlth_Minelming_l_e xouth S/

in their programs. ’.}'here are four major activities' (1) classroom

employment witp wages paid by CETA); (3) on-the-job training (no class-

-
\\\\\\\\\ training (enrollees get cash allowances), (2) work exgerience (superyised

room instruction, employers and CETA Sp.lft enrollee'suages); and (&)
o - .

career experignce (classroom t\faining plus work expetience, vith more ) "

Y

[ S I i

than one type of employment experience to enhance Job readineee) In

addition, enrollées gp through 2 number of diagnostic activit1e3° and

some programs are fundeg for BUppozting services such as child care,
transportation, and.coungeling. All have a placement component. ,
What are the training practices in the various sitee? How are
trainer? wvith (31f'£er1ng 'Btrengths deployed across what curriculum se-
quences? How are enrollee needs matct;eg to the akills to be en‘nanced :
and tq the prospect of available jobs? Doed the kind of tralning vary

. I

by the charactgristics of ethnic, racial, or other groups; and if so, tol‘

.
h
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vhat effect? There is simply no da;n available on the actusl content of

prqﬁ%ams. Program qpe?atpra accoufit for their enrollees at the moment

they 1eave‘:he program ("positive terﬁinations" are succéssfully placed
graduates) and some keep follow-up data 60 days after-termiRAIio; but

that file is a very pale and partial shadow of the program effects. In

fact, it can't be linked to programs at all in :hé‘ibsence ok infprma:ioﬁ

on what is actually done in the field. Because the mon;; is provided to

the City and the City accourts to the Federalogovern;en: according to /
the variou5_51§1ds of the CETA legislation an; because several titles
1nc1ude.services to‘;outh, it-is difficulk.to get accurate figures even,
fqr examﬂle, on the gross number of contractors in the City serving young . - -

b
There are more important explanations for this lack of 'data Ebou:_

~
Qeople. (The 350 figﬁig'is a guésb:}ma:e.) ' \

program content and performhnce. The youth employment focus of the 'CETA

legislation dates from the 1977 Youth Employment Demonstrations and Ptro- .

-

+ gram Act. CETA had its roots in the old Manpower Demonstration and Train=—"" """~ "3~

ing Act. fmploymen: training programs outside the schools are a’ recent

. invention, and the ﬁecisionﬂto provide training services through community-

based organi;htions has created what amounts to a cottage industry. With

refreshing candor, no one pretends to know how to cure youth unémployment.

£l

The hope is that new solutions will occur spontaneously from people un~-

burdened by previous theoriep’of what is causing what in their ¢lients’

lives. The price of those trials is a great deal of error. If we were

+ learning from dur nistakes :ﬁa: might be acceptable, even upeful. But

in the absence of more detailed information about the curricular dimen-

sions of the programs and the differential outcomes for trainees, we

: ' . 25 L




-, simply db-not know what 18 going on, let»alone what,uo:ks. ' a .
. A recen: coapariaoﬁ of the program enphases of community-based organ~- L
izations and local education agencies demonstrates oneﬁeonsequence of our . /
, inattention. Training can have l:hree different objec:ives' (1) new . .
skills (how to cut carpets; operate a lal:he), (2) new knowledge (espe- ..
cially the basics of reading, writing, and mathematics); and (3) new
attitudes (punctuality, cooPerativeness, etc.). The re_la:i.ve emphasis
among the three is impottaot when, for example, s;ill training assumesig

1eve1 of knowledge not yel: “dn place; walking does come before jogging. .

CBOs were found to emphasize skills training while- local schools empha- .

——— - gized- attitudinaLchangeMal_f of whal: CBOs do Pl‘ePa“s for specific j°b9

. and 55 perm‘ﬂhﬁﬁ&chools I:ry up,do ‘shapes attitudes abou: ‘work.

Hore remarkable is ?&vefyone 8 tela:ive inattention to buildinE *knowledge"
" .

-—really basic literacy-f-—uhen most of the programs se:;ve young people who

have documented reading problems and who will not-makg ‘ady headway in the 8

-~

.,.\’ .world of work until those prior problems are overcome. L

Inse’r: Table & about-hele . .

., —_ - .
. -

Until recently, CETA regulations have not allowed trainers to work

on basic skills\wi:hout which vocational success is impossible, In the

las: decade, 8chool people have learned a lot about How :o cause basic

-’

|
. . : \
' skills acquisition, yet there 1s no evidence of the transfer of that |

; é

exper:ise from the schools to l:he trainers. In fact, the training com-

L '
munity has been 8o pre—occupied with frapd and fiscal mismanagem‘b\l: that
’ ’
1t has not been able to attend to its training mission even had it been
L

i\ucline'd to do so. Virtually the only time the-question of effectiveness

- -

. » .
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gets raised }s in Sonnect!%n with ethnic politics—-“You re not helping

- Antarticahs enough“-and the response is then the quick fix of a contract

let to an Antarticanroriented CBO. Training ‘programs.are now operated as .
_ ~income tréﬁsfer and community -development activities, but not yet as trainT | oot

— ‘ . " '."

ing activities.- ! . f

‘In :53: regard, the educational expertise of theahoard of Education

might usefully cotpiement DoE's strengths. The Board, £or example, main-’

.

tains a computer-based file that flags potential drop-outs, produces a ,

vocational profile on each youngster," and adds,bther information relateq‘

b
2

to academid progr&c% At the same time, the CE’I‘A-'sponsoreS Private Indus-

try Council has a ccmputer systeu that can match clieltele characteristics

~ with job availabih“na Those two systeus-have different pieces o£ the
same puzzle but not on the’same youngstérs, and neither file overiaps with )

[ 4

or is availabie to e Department of Employment‘s youth programs whose

intake aﬁd diagnosis system is run separately_and differently, ’ Some youths .

undoubtedly get ping—ponged among the various components, all youths have ,

. - R N ¢ |
) their career £ates boun:t::fyhich systtm they happen to enter. _ - ‘
'k TN * L . -
,f‘ . What should be don Pegple from the manpower training community '

argge that more money or authority tb the schools would merely reward a

) 3roup *whose failure is the gource o€ the unemployment problems faced by
LI ] -t

-
-

young people. Conpared to traine school pe0p1e may be far more knowl-

|
|
edgeable about baq}c Gkills acquisttion but they are not we11 c&‘nected : {

to the pr%:pte eector. EventualIy, we should £ind a way to exchange . . 1
strengths and not su3picions. The larger question 1s: {"What works?" It b

. . .
{s clear that the pnrpoles and the clientele of the two agencies overlap {

[ ) . x

and to some extént, so do Lhe methods. It seems unlikely tbat the City

. . . '
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-, would benefit from a single giant syscen Jriven by ort ox and gingular .
golutions to problems as complex as youth unemployment. Redundancy can b€ S

& . :
justified if it Tesults in competition and if the competition‘leads'to . .

. .

/
greater efficizﬁby and effectiven!Es. But if we are to countenance paral-

1e1'operarions, ve ought at least to be able to compare them. Thus, tspe— )

»

. . cially the Board's occupational and DoE's youtll employment programs need. to
' . v - v -~

/ use compardble gocumentation systems that track differing clientele through

Pt e ammma —

differing programs to (probably) differing outcomes. ) .
He bagriers to such “systems are the additional paper!hork burden and }

the .specter of evaluation, especially for rhe Department of Ewployment.

While ‘there are ways to minimize the paperwork complications, the fact of

’ the‘natrer is that the_City cannot help young people become job-ready by
the -current non-system of flying blind. As a society, we find ways to

count the things we care sbout—*oalories, horsepower, the GNP--but the
1 - '
. training cormunity, has not yet begun to keep :rack of the core of its re- «

LY
. - N - -

spfnsibiliries. A comprehensive and detailed data system will undoubredly

spotlight Some uncomfortable situations “and 'increase political heat. But .

‘iz’is hard to believe that training programs will be in jeopardy solely . S

because of a betrer understanding of how. to make kids employsble. It gs. N v !

ﬁ:? unimportant to political support that some’ incoge transfer and?some . . ﬂ." .
) conmuniry development purposes get served, en passant, to the training , '

- purpose. Bur it is also important that we never quite get to training. »

Thus, we need a documentation #9sten that %houla contribute to shoring v -

strengths and to conplementarity;withour jeopardizing the continued exis- - ;
] ) . " .-

tence of ‘parallel efforts., T o ' . .

. .
e
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- Conclusion Ve T

« - The pivotal components of policy analysis, in this view, are politics; -

A

technology, and service delivery or power, 1déas, and worker;. The cases
presented in this pap;r put thos¢ ideas together in different ways and ’

demonstrate something of the interaction dmong the factora; eath of which

i

is or¢ginarily at-a different developmental stage than the others, . _:

In the instance of the "instructionally effegtive Bchool,ﬂ,neitﬁ;r

-

+

*  the politicians nor the workers are inclined to support the idea or in-

corporate {t in their practice until researaﬂ!f; have mdre clearly démon-

strated that there ;xists a set of within-school factors which can owerride
n ~ "

the learnthg-related difficulties ordinarily associated with low income

status. But, since beliefs govern action and since most practitioners no

L

longer believe that they can teach pdor children, rese%Fchers cannot find

the evidence necessary to build the case/for strengthening practice or for L
more generous s;pport £6r public schooling:
In early childhood education, the benefits are ao clearly qvidenf .
that (as of this writing) not even the Federal gdvernﬁént is 1nc11ned to
reduce the program. Whether or not New York City takes the next and log-
b 1cal stepa in articulating the undqr—utilized schooling sector with the
"separate Head Start/day care prograns is a pdlitical queation :ha: has .
more to do with the fact that the workera of the two es:abliahments are
4 drganized by two_ ‘different unions: the public school teachers by the |
. United Federa:ion of Teachers & and day care by the American Pederation of ‘ i

State,‘County and Municipal Employees. Ty .
- ) ) . u . |

P With respec: to youth enployment training, so little is known about

. how :raining services are delivered and to what ‘effect thai/there is np - |

Fi

\‘l\ : f . - . . , I
i EMC \ . (I 29 . : : .
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' way to a.vbid a s:l.tuat.ion oi unallayed poﬁi:lcs in the bo‘st venal and cynieal

sense, The same th-been true in public schooling (although to a lessening e
extent) . Absent a reiiable tecbﬁology, the politics of eduirtion is only T
~ about adults, not childreb*orking conditipns, not 1earning outcomes. )
/ L ]

' Thus, the troika of policy analys:ls-poli:ics, technology, "and_g service ‘

del:lvery. Col],oquially, “troika" refers to a "led pulled by three horses.

In- this case, we need to'note that troikas are not particularly efficient

Ly

- nachiges; they are difficult to ’panetwer and hard to drive, Fortunately,

the role of poﬁcy analysis is :;oi: to direct the troika but rather to map
= 5" . e f

s ", ‘ !
its progress and comsient on its direction. )
. . . -5

-
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. . .. Footnotes . .

e . . » » - : * "

: : Nihether or not children benefit is an optimm critefia but dot

alvays an appropriate one. There are many things vhich deserve doing even ‘
N . .

though: children may. never benefit. ) o .

ZR. Gary Bridge, Charles M. Judd, & Peter R. Moock. The determinants T

of educational outcomes: The impaot.of families, peers, teachers, and

LY

-~ \\sohools.‘ Cambridge: Ballinger, 1979, p. 10.

‘ - - L

[ N L3 N

SNew York's Board of Educaticn has more :lnstruot:lohal employees

(58,000) than the Chrysler Corporation has hourly enployees (54,000); yet

s Ve

Chrysler' 8 operations are concentrated in only 49 plants wh:lle the Boatrd. L

-

- oversees more than a thonsand sohools.

ARonald Edmonds. Effective schools for the utban poor. Educational
3 : 3 ' . N . ' . . . ¥

x

L

. Leadership, 1979, 37, pp. 15-16. o :

S . —_ ' oy .
5Dav:l.t.’: C. Berliner. "Tempus Educare" in Penelope L. Peterson and % ’

. Herbert J. Walberg, Research in teaching: Concepts find:lngs, and hnpl:loa-

L d -
. -~

" . tions. Berkeley: McCutchan, H979. ) ' )

®lhere are several things that can increase "ynstfuctional empl';as:ls“

beginning with getting)the kids to come to school. On any day, about

' iSO,?)OO_students' will be absent fromwew York City's schools. " -
"
” C 70ffice of Educational Evaluation. School Improvement Project?

,- A summary of the First Annual Assessment Report. New York City Public .
\ .

-

Schools, September 1980, p. 18.
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’ 'aHaydi‘s Management Report, ggpplemeit. 'Septemﬁer"i7; 1980, p. 230. R
v . -t
I L I 4 'r . :
94avold Hodgkinson. What's right with education. Rappan, 61(3), L
I .. o s ot
November 1979, p. 160. . :]; ¢,
. . . LS v .. ;
I 4 " M Yo l v‘ Y- !
10The:g are about 18,000 10091 education autborities in the U.S. but '. |
41,000 locgl criminal justice agencies. There are some 2504000 school L .
! —a’;
|

administrators Dut 330 000 social, workers. There are 2 million teachers

\ ]

, -*
but 4.3 million health care workers. Public elementary and secoadary edu-

cation costs $70 billion but the Federal government spends $180 billionm . . i
-

oh income security. There are 30 million little kids currently enrolled [_

in public elementary schools bug there are 36‘m11}1on retired and/or.

‘ -
disabled voters in the Social Security system.

» v .

|
who is to integrate whom? i
lexmentary -school ‘

. Ve
e Board of"ﬁducation‘s 1980 "budgeted cost” per e

pupil is $2,774.» (Haypr 8 Hanagement Report, Supplement. September 17,

1980, p- zzo.)\/ Lo _ . I
-, /.'\ .

e 12Lawrence J. Schweinhart & David P. Weikart. Young children grow up:
The effects o£ the Perry Prescﬁool Program on youth thrdhgh age 15. ' D
Ypsilantf Center for the Study o£ piblic Policies for Young Children,
Y HighIScope Educational Research FOunkoion, 1980. " (All figures are 1979
s ~ =
dollars.» ‘ . .

-
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sable 1: Enrollment, Budget, and Direct Instruction Distributico Lo
* for New York City Public Schools: 1979-1980 -
" - s . . by ‘ ; ;-
_ _ . P . '

WA € Vg ! 2
Elémentary - “Junior High High School Special Ed.

—

Tt . Percent of October " . . .
’ = . enrcllmengk 4d 20 - . 30 6 - . 0™
Percent of total. ' \ . A ‘ .

v . budget* ’ 39 21 26 14
Average per pupil $1,815 $2,258 $1,707 §4,929:

cost for direct

instruction only#a* to_ LA L

r - .

Sources: *Board of Edu%:gn City of Wew Yo:f. "A Functional Analysis of
. the 1979-1980 New York Board of Education Budget", (June 1980)

Instructional/Organizatiohal Budget for Public School 'Pupils: 1979-1980",

Lt 4 * ’

p. 17. .

*%ibid., Exhibit 7, "Per pupil Cost by Organizational Levél,
1979-1980" p. 13. .
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-Table 2; Budget Dimn,sims of Five jmple New York City Publi.c '

'.
— '

- Schools by Bize and Level

v
*
a

\

-

&

-\
7 .

’ ’
.

3 |

t' ] g : .
~ -‘ 3 .
1 - large - Small Large ° sze
Elementary Elemeptary Junior High Junior High High School
Categories (r-6) (k-6) - [(6-8), (7-9) (9-12)
Stodents 767 2,058 695 1,257 2,995
Teachers 3570,500' $1,762,694  $907,310 $1,304,000. $2,308, ooo
(25) (78) _ (40) (64) (115)
- —
"~ Supervisior $32,665 , 1°r741—595—ozz——sa4g.290—~—4295,
’ (1) (4) (3) (S) (11)
a [
W
Clerical $14,184 $56,364 $20,600 - $43,131 $130,000
. (D) (4) (2 .(3) (10
Para-Professionals $42,730 $5,761** - $51,276 -e- d
. 5y (6)
-8 - 25,800 . $49,226 $46,400
. Com‘lsezor.s $( 1)" 5 ’ 2 ’ :
» Aides —’ $51,696 551.746-{ $52,486**  $36,224 $31,600**
(7 ) . .
Guards - e $9,869 _  --- ) $40,000
e ' (4)
. 0. ‘ )
Other than Personnel === ez - - §2,587 ¥ e -$31,000
/ ' . . ) .
‘( Totals . $601,778  '$1,958,306  §1,122,674  $1,624 ,147¢ $2,882,000
‘ (42) (56) (46) . « " (88) (142)

—¥pollar amounts., are Fiscal 19
_**Tota]l for hourly rages. numb

B0, F;gures in parentheses aré nurbers of statt.
erg of staff unavailable.

' -

£l

»

Source: Interviews by J. Michael Brown,. !?martment of Educational Aaministration,
Teachers college, Colwmbia Univerti.ty

»
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Tadble 3:‘_9'—-" of ¥ithin Schonl r@mf&

|
(+ 8 QL YEmIKY .
. t (o110 * ¢ e ¢ -
ReCARTHY .
* {20 Detrolt and & {Secomdary smalysis.of {nesding Proggem of
p Lons ing Schoals: 117 wrban educition twq urban, sirority
o schieveamt dats  stediss plwie elite schools, one high, one
o . ples cise wmalysis) / interviews) Tom achieving)
L] M M

High expectstl ol
1 reading acht 5
high task orientd 3

-

-

oo
LACSON

L 141 .
{Controlfed for cliss.

21 high achipying/low
schieving schools)

pirecitve sbowt de-

cislons, byl “swppar-
tive® of teachers.

*Task oriented®

W —

“
. P
-

L3

te Tharacterlze the Iltn/rv{llmlly Effrctive Sthond

SROOKOTER
LEZOTTE

(6 tnproving, 2 deciining
Michigen schoals)

- 4

Assertive leader, veipon-
sidie for evalvation of
sceompl ishment of objec.
tives. High expeclations
of xids.

High expectations for M
kids of beginainmg ond of
further acidrnic schieve-
went. Feel responsidle

for Lesching, “hccowmts

el satiified,

=

*Dischplined® ]

AUSTIR

(Secondary snalysis of
4 SDE stvdles of "extep-
tional®schools)

Strong lesderihip, oh-
serves B teaches high
program Contrel, smere
eiperience § *partinent®
véuction, I!fl e1pec-
Litions of all.

Mimflm. e
*pertiinent® education,
*sarmer)” high erpecis-

tions of kids. .

MOAUS T AL

{Re-exmmination of .
school effrctivepesy |
stedles) .

Nigh éxbectations;
high structure;
cléar mals,

Wigh especift] of
sipdenis ] {de
structured clossrooms,

caphatlze hemework,
,

w

stodent discipiine ond
siructored tearning
stressed. “Traditions!
values® of teaching

M 'm'"o o

More time to sociel
stwdles. More whole
growp Imtruction.

h

Tes

: 1
Stromg le. 1p  High erprctitions
charscieristics | . .
snd briuvior, - .
works closely with
. spectalisty; high risk
' A resding goals.
[{ }] Nigh papectatioms of staff lopaeat pro-  Confidest, {rvgative,
Teschers® ¢chars  Thiléreay’ miniem  grom with specific Tlexiblie; encoursge
. scteristics ad performsace. qoals. students , maintain dis-
-3 behavir— - e . ciplines high staff
, |3 —— developsnt; Tow fime
: ; . on sdninistrative work.
‘e ,
H Schoel, climete Orderly, conducive Structured leamning en-  Righ morsle; affective
or atmrphere te learning, swich  vircwent wie of pralse; foews )
, . . oy student schievement .,
i @
1 imtrctionsT  Highest peiority to  Concentration om tesching Highest priority te
o eophniis t1 acquistion of clear gosis. . reading with/ clear
* pasic skills. - goal1; hamogentovt R
* . 3 _growpings for resding;
. / t centered services,
. sdaptadle Instruction.
(1)
Puptl evsluation Frequest “Individualized Clesely sonitored
‘ imstruction® student proqress

"

Restercet Flexidle allocat

to faTlew prierl

‘. Souméi. Dale Mann,

Availabidity ond coord-
Anation of extrd per:

ton  Small classes, more "
sonnel, tine ond

ties. aduits. Owtside, eftrd
morey. .

saterisls,

nThe Instructionally Effective Schools

-, P d for the Carnegie Corporation of New York,
. Col a Uiniversity). . . S
. .J "

Kony sdult volwateers,
fower paid afdes, Mh

scctss o soditionaf

materiais; supplomentary asterisls,

s

A.Planning and Feasability Study"

[ephasis tm reading on#
with, Pore tine faverted

&
-

Teschers sccept Popll test
rewlts 81 medtere of
their sdell perforsence.

ﬁ‘nt high wie of pirse
prefessionals,

May 1979 (Teachers Collere,

l\

Enphasts on copnitive
developuent, Longer
{nstructions] dey.

Teacher-nede tosts,

rl -

sClote tnvelvemint® of
teschery ond pare=
prefissionals with
ppils.

be 11 press for
nqc excellonce,”
s{s o0 howwerk
N:}rm. .
o
Tests cletely related

te syllshns. Toit
taking skills nmu‘;_v.

Lo v
sshared purpesefule 3,
reis” schaol
perseny (T3




Y ' Table 4:

“ ™ New York City Agencies Providing Direct Services to Youth, Piscal Year 1978
. . n:. :». ) : . “." - - ."u" ’ .‘:-: - :-
: - : Total ‘ y Agency Share '
R - Agency. Youth ect Yo
Agency Expenditures E_deituru Expenditures , °
Board of Education' $2,603.4 §2,597.8 . . 4B.5X ’
Human Resources Administration/ v
Dept. of Social Services: : 3 ‘ . “3
FRA/DSS .3,113,7 . ~1,517.4 ! 28.3
) Misgcellanedus ~ ' ‘971.3 ' 391.6 ' 7.3
Charitable Institutions Budget 605.4 299.3 ™ ’ N
Health and Hospitals Corporation 805.3 . 125.0." . 2.3
Departoent of Exployment ) 219.7 78,5 1.5
. ' Department of Health - __ __ __159,3 ¢ 76.4 1.4
Police Depatment . 897.3 ! 70.5 1.3.
Department of Mental Health, M Lo, .
Retardation and Alcoholism Se es ° 37.8 ¢ 46,7 .9 '
> Department of Patks and Recreation ,112.9 41.7 .8 .
- Llibraries _, . . ___ - 62,9 36.9 .7 -
> Departiiént of Correction 108, 4 . 19.7 ' o4 :
Department of Probation ° 22.9 . ' 11.6 o2
Commimity Development Agency 39.9 10.5 2
Mayoralty (Youth Board enly) ) 8.0 . 8.0 o2
. Department of Cultural Affairs - 24.8 6.8 1
Criminal Justice Coordinating Cowncil ° - 18.3 y 4.9,
Office of Model Cities ) 35.1 4.8 .1
Board of Bigher Education’ .. 478.9 C e 3.7 R |
District Attorney-Kings County 12.0 ‘ 1.9 ° 1 o |
Law Departient (Family Court only) 1.7 1.7° .0 ’
District Attorney - Bronx County . 7.4 1.1 .0
District Attorney - New York Coumnty . 13,5 7 .9 .0
District Attorney - Queens County 5.3 o7 . 0
, Department for the Aging 29.3 .3 0
" District -Attorney -  Richmond COunty .8 el 0~
) Commission on Human Rights 1.3 o1 .0
*  Board of Correction . .1 | T )
TOTAL $10,457-1 $5 358 9 1 100.02
Source: Charles Brecher. and Raymond D. Horton, "An Exploratory Study
of Public Expenditures for Children in New York City" .
Conservation of Human Resources, Columbia Univetlity. August,
1971, Table 11. . .
/ . .
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Table 5¢ Employment Related Programs in NYC: Board of Education ..
. and Department of Employment Compared
. . . ) ' . ’
. Board of Education Programs \ - .
(No. of Youth ' 2 l .
(Program Title) . . Served)! . (Cost) ¢Program Description) -, |
(1) SECOMDARY OCCUPATIONAL 112,559  §$206,200,000 Vocational preparation through 100 sites some of
EDUCATION PROGRAMS { . which are in academic schools, others in what were
) formerly known as "tradé schools,” ygcational" .

schools, etc. To qualify as a program (as distinct
from a particular course in the elective part of a
student's day), training must go on a minimum of /7 .
. ten periods per week over a two-year sequedie. of
L . ’ the total enrolled, 10,500 attend after schibbl but
‘ receive no academic credit, )

600 companies provide paid work experience to indi- 4

. (2) COOPERATIVE EDUCATION 11,480
) (WORK EXPERIENCE PRO- © vidual students, For the larger companies, students
GRAM) *  alternate one full-time week at work with § full-
. C time school week., Youth served are enrolled in
secondary achoo}a'and get academic credit.’

(3) ADULT OCCUPATICNAL 23,500 - 90 sites where unemployed or underemployed adults
. TRAINING - (no age limit) may receive job' skills training.
. Wer ’ LIV !
. , . L ) i, ]
* 1source: "Haxor'a Management Report: Supplement," Sepgember‘17, 1980, p: 226.

2Source; Interviews. Figures are fiscal 1980 estimates.
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*  (continued)
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Table 5t Enplo'y)neﬂt- Related Programs: Board of

: . ? <. : ..  Education and Nepartment of Employment Compared .-
~ ” o P - - ]
( [ ] - - [ ] -
- ’ « Department of Employment Programs - R , .
: : ' < S : ' A SRS
(No. of Youth, . . N .
) . (P::ogr:’n Title) ¢ Served)3 -y (Cqs't)s (Program Deacription)!' l \ . . !
) : - ) ) e * . ' .- - i
<L (4) SUMMER YO EHPE,OYHENT" P 46,250 ,  $26,400,000 The progat is designed to give as many youth as» |
PROGRAMS B} C . T - possible -something useful to do during the summer,
. - out-of~achool monthg. Enrolleps, more than 90 per- ° ‘
- . D . ." tent of whom ar ninority, work for, nine weeks, &8 ° .
- 3 ;i o, . . . makimum of 25 hours per week:. The most Erequent ’ i
& TS S * o . . N placements are with the Parks Department, in day’
‘ , { - i A "*f‘ . tare centers, and other City activities. Some
. A \ 5 o 5 Myocational exploratidg”.activities allow some
. « . - , e . enrgllees to work in tf]f private se‘ctor.: .
(5) YOUTH EI-IPLO‘@ENT AND TRAIN 11,800, * 24,1’00,060 ‘V_arioﬁs contracts provide technical truin‘ing,
o ING PROGRAMS (YETP) ! ; N .+ pnglish-as-a-Second-Language §gaining, prepara- .
. OUT-0P-SCHOOL A . tion for the General Equivale diplomas., * o
. (6) YETP: WORK z:érﬁmcz AND 1,500 . 17,000,000  Publi¢ agd non-profit contracting organizations
. ON-THE-JOB TRAINING ptovide%art—gno employment for in=school and .
. - ’ _ . out-of-school youth, The On=the-Jo -.Irq:lg#ng
o * . , component helps youth qualify for specific occu-
. . . ~ pations through demonstratig and -practice, One
= s . = - . - method 18 "hire first, train’later.”
- ! TN ’ ' . ~ . * ’ *
(7) YETP: IN-SCiooL, .. 4,580 9,450,000 CETA legislation gets aside 22 percent of New” .
. e York's total aliotment for programs sponsqgred by .
“ 0 . the Board of Education. The Board's is & .eareer '
: ’ . ) experience program for high school students.that
I ! ' ‘e allows them to get limited work experience plus
-l . ’ ’ » o » e help of some guidance and support services. <
.o ) The totals include demohstration or “exemplary"
; ' . o - . X programs, A o,
* . » . . .
i ' . (8).YOUTH COMMUNITY CONSERVATION ' 2,400 4,191,000 About 30 contractors provide experience in housing
“ . AND TMPROVEMENT PROJECTS o . ) rehabilitation, weatherization, or seal-up, park
‘ i&Y(’.‘.CIP)" ’ maintenance and construction, . T}
’ N * - . e’ A . , - 41 w
au . 3piacal 1980, tnterviews, Department of Employment. . . b

-!'Depabtmenl: of Employment,

J

"197&;\:1:1{1&1 Report," City of New York.
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- Table 63 ;. e I :

.
-~ P T

. tag

Type of Youth Esployment Training Contractors and’ _
Behavioral Objectives of Trairing As Percent of ' ,

Total Program Effort

L4

13
. \
.

-

. Behavioral Objectives : o
. ’ o e, :
Type of Contractor* Skills Knowledge Attitudes .Tatal . %x
_, Community-based v . . ST
organizdtions 51 23 26- 100 . ST
Local Education ) v : T \
. Agenciles < 35 10 55 100
t .
. Total . 86 33 -, 81 o
(average) " - 43 17 . 4’ ! . :
* } i . .l . .
Source: Dale Mann, CHASING THE AMERICAN DREAM: JOBS, SCHOOLS ‘o
AND EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS IN NEW YORK STATE, New York,
The Commmnity service Society, 1980. About half the programs v .
analyzed were from New York City., - ey
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